which are bound to make historians both cringe and gasp. His blood-based determinism is shocking-it would have been shocking to see in print twenty years ago let alone today. The "full-blood" followers of John Ross-the majority of the Cherokee people-are reduced to primitives, incapable of fathoming even basic realities of the world around them while living "as they had always lived, with little concept of life past the horizon (17, 19, 195) ." Sedgwick ignores their constant interactions in imperial politics with the English, Spanish, and French over the course of hundreds of years.
Blood-based determinism blinds Sedgwick to myriad elements of Cherokee society, not least of which is John Ross' place within it. To Sedgwick, John Ross' mixed blood made him less a Cherokee than a "little Scotsman" with "a talent for deception" and subpar speaking skills (126). Sedgwick openly wonders "exactly how this virtual Scot captured the enduring devotion of the full-bloods," claiming it to be "a mystery" while speculating it was because Ross was not actually a Cherokee (200). Even a cursory understanding of Native societies would have "solved" this mystery and fundamentally altered Sedgwick's arguments.
Instead, Ross serves as a scapegoat for the troubles that befall the Cherokee Nation. To be certain, Ross was far from perfect and guilty of many shortcomings. Yet, it takes unexamined animosity to rationalize several of Sedgwick's attacks. Sedgwick even minimizes Ross' leadership during Removal as simply a ploy to keep his hand in the till. These constant accusations belie Sedgwick's biggest condemnation: Ross and the Cherokee majority should have given up much sooner and simply removed. While praising Ridge for securing "a proper treaty,"-illegal as it was-he laments that the suffering of removal "did not have to be this way…the New Echota Treaty had been the law of the United States for two years, plenty of time for the Cherokee to settle up their affairs and leave in order (275)." Ahistorically, he claims that if Ross had simply "been willing to listen, he would have realized that staying was untenable, made plans to leave sooner…greatly reducing the hardship of removal (414)." The fact that other Natives who accepted similar offers-the Choctaws, for instance-and suffered mightily both during and after Removal is not given proper consideration.
Many statements throughout the book also reflect a failure to understand Cherokee matrilineal society, long-standing diplomatic practices, indigenous sovereignty, or history. For instance, Sedgwick equates Cherokee recognition of the English king as a "father" to "accepting themselves as little better than Pygmies, the hermaphrodites, and…[other] staples of freak show entertainment (31)." Meanwhile, he dismisses petitions signed by Cherokee people as politically illegitimate because signatories were "wildly illiterate" "full-bloods." Cherokee women, who's petitions are ignored, are largely absent from the narrative except for the occasional sexualized stereotype. Sedgwick claims "on the part of too many Female Cherokee, who were not immune to the charms of the bottle, errant sex with the white traders who dispensed it, which then introduced into the Cherokee line a foreign element that made the Cherokee noticeably less Cherokee (25)." Throughout the book, the author seems to vacillate between pity and scorn for these people who were "doomed" by the eighteenth century, claiming "all that followed was the details (31)." Not only does this declensionist interpretation deprive Cherokees of agency, Sedgwick further remarks that these were "a people largely without history." With these interpretations, he manages to rob the Cherokee people of both an authentic past, present, and future.
In addition to these interpretative issues, the book is riddled with factual errors. Otherwise the "full-blood" Cherokees were not the hapless, timeless, illogical people following self-righteous demagogues that he paints them to be throughout the book. Though Sedgwick offers effusive praise "to two of the most authoritative contemporary scholars of Native Americans" who helped guide his interpretations, do not be fooled. One of these historians, Jace Weaver, has publicly condemned the book as "horrible" and "trafficked in the worst stereotypes." I could not agree more. South, 1808 South, -1873 
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